PRESENT: 


US-85-2M 
UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the meeting of February 15, 1985 


Dr. P. Kenniff, (Chairman); Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. A. Melamed; Prof. 
M.M. Douglass; Mr. D. McArdle; Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Prof. G.D 
Xistris; Prof. M. Taylor; Dean B. Counihan; Ms. Y. Lifshitz; Ms. E. Laett; 
Dr. M. Cohen; Dean R. Parker; Prof. J. Drysdale; Prof. B.M. Petrie; Prof. 
P. d'Hollander; Prof. R.O. Wills; Prof. M. Jamal; Ms. J. Szabo; Prof. A. 
Broes; Dean D.J. Taddeo; Mr. D. Dunleavy; Dr. R. Breen; Prof. S. 
McEvenue; Prof. A. Hamalian; Prof. M. Vipond; Ms. L. Keays; Mr. A. E. 
Strand; Mr. W.G. Roustan; Dean S.G. French; Ms. E. Killean; Dean J. 
Chaikelson; Prof. C.L. Bertrand; Prof. R.H. Pallen; Mr. J. Princz; Prof. J. 
Lightstone; Prof. P. Seraganian; Dean R.M. Roy; Mr. D. Pappadia; Ms. H. 
Hu. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Ms. S. Vinet; Dr. M. Singer; Prof. J.C. Giguere; 
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Prof. R.T. Gordon, Prof. D. Wheeler; Dean S. 
Appelbaum; Mr. C. Chen; Prof. C. MacKenzie; 
Prof. H. de Romer; Prof. H.B. Ripstein; Prof. P. 
Albert. 


Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 2:15 p.m. 

Dr. Kenniff advised that the first item on the Agenda would be dealt with in 
"Closed Session" and he asked those in attendance who were not Senators 


to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


With respect to the minutes of the Senate meeting of January 25, 1985, Mr. 
Adams, University Registrar, suggested, and it was agreed, that the 
penultimate sentence in the last paragraph on page 3, which states "... that 
the new Student Information System would provide be changed to read - 
"that the Student Information System would provide statistics that would 
enable identification of students who made repeated visits to get a specific 
course or courses; that consultation with these students by a questionnaire 
may generate suggestions with respect to the availability and scheduling of 
these courses in the future; 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROY, SECONDED BY MS. KILLEAN, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETING OF JANUARY 25, 
1985, AS CHANGED, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Question Period 


In response to a question concerning counting of ballots for the election of 
faculty members in Arts and Science to the Advisory Search Committee for 
Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science, Senate was informed that 
provisions had been announced for either mailing ballots directly to the 
SGW Campus or depositing them with Dean Chaikelson's secretary on the 
Loyola Campus; that ballots deposited in the Dean's Office on the Loyola 
Campus would be picked up at 4:00 pm today and brought to the SGW 
Campus where all ballots would be counted. 


However, it was stated that no date had been specified with respect to direct 
mail-in ballots; that given the intercampus delivery system it might well turn 
out that a ballot mailed from the Loyola Campus yesterday afternoon would 
not reach its SGW Campus designation until Monday morning, i.e., there 
could be a distinct disadvantage to people on the Loyola Campus who 
follow the direct mail-in route; and that there should be some provision with 
respect to the counting of ballots which would take this into account. The 
Chairman stated that it was very difficult to respond to the above, except to 
say that as an outsider, it was his understanding that the ballots were to be 
counted by the Provost and the Faculty of Arts and Science Election 
Committee this afternoon; and that while he did not know whether the 
concern that has been expressed, should or would be brought to the 
attention of the Faculty of Arts and Science Election Committee, he assumed 
that the message has been received by the Chairman of the Arts and Science 
Faculty Council, who was present at today's meeting. He further stated that 
while he had no objection to the present exchange taking place, nonetheless 
he was a little concerned about discussing something in this body which 
was really external to normal Senate business, i.e., discussing procedures 
for electing faculty representatives in the Faculty of Arts and Science. In 
response to a question as. to -whether candidates would be allowed to be 
present while the ballots were being counted, Dean Roy advised that in the 
last election held in the Faculty of Arts and Science, invigilators who were 
not members of the Election Committee were in fact present when the 
ballots were being counted in his office; that although his office was fairly 
large, he doubted that it was large enough to accommodate the more than 20 
candidates who were running in the present election in the Faculty of Arts 
and Science; and that he presumed that there would be some mechanism for 
either observing the process or having a detailed report on the process if 
requested, 1.e., that the Election Committee would probably be prepared to 
provide a detailed breakdown of the results of the ballot count and to let 
anyone scrutinize the ballots after the counting or if practical, to allow a few 
people to observe the process during the three or four hours that it would 
take to count the ballots. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Mr. Roustan announced that former Federal Minister of Finance, Mr. Marc 
Lalonde, has been invited to speak at Concordia University. He advised that 
the event, which was being sponsored by the Commerce Students Society, 
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the Loyola Marketing Association and the Finance Students Society, would 
be held at 1:30 pm, on Thursday, February 28, 1985 in Room H-110, Hall 
Building, SGIJ Campus; and that all members of Senate were hereby 
invited to attend. Election of representatives to the Advisory Search 
Committee for Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science 


With respect to the election of faculty representatives to the Advisory Search 
Committee for Dean, Faculty of Arts and Science, the Chairman advised 
that the following nominations have been received; 


Prof. B. Barbieri - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 

Prof. M.M. Douglass - Faculty of Engineering & Computer Science 
Prof. C.C. MacKenzie - Faculty of Fine Arts 

Prof. C. Potter - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


Dr. Kenniff advised that a letter dated February 14, 1985, has been received 
from the President of CUFA, addressed to the Secretary of Senate which, 
he suggested, members might wish to discuss before proceeding to the 
election. He explained that, as noted in the letter, copies of which were 
circulated to the members, it was the opinion of the CUFA Executive that it 
is "inappropriate for anyone holding an administrative position to be chosen 
to represent full-time faculty on any such committee, and we urge the Senate 
to elect these non-Arts and Science Faculty representatives from among the 
several hundred faculty members who are not currently excluded 
administrators as defined in the Collective Agreement". 


During the ensuing discussion it was stated that the opinion expressed in the 
letter was that of the CUFA Executive rather than that of CUFA itself; that 
one personally resists the attempt to separate faculty from administration as 
if there were some sort of different kind of human being involved; that this 
analysis or understanding of what a union is, was inimical to what a 
university is; that one very much regretted this approach; and that having 
been an Assistant Dean at various times and in various ways, to feel one's 
self excluded from being a full-time faculty member in all aspects of 
university governance, was highly offensive. It was further argued that if 
CUFA were to have taken the position advocated in the letter, it should have 
done so two months ago, or in any case, prior to the time the two candidates 
in question were named; and that it was untimely, extremely ad hominem 
and highly insulting to have these two people nominated and then 
deliberately excluded from the ballot. 


It was stated that assistant deans were caught between two poles, it being 
argued that they were not really administrators in the true sense, because 
they were staff rather than line appointees; that as such they were still 
full-time faculty, even though they are excluded from the bargaining unit; 
that consequently one did not agree with the comments in the letter; and that 
the candidates in question should be allowed to run in this election. 


It was further stated that while one agreed with the CUFA Executive 
objectives, the feeling was expressed that the problem could not be solved 
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by automatically penalizing those who have accepted to be assistant deans, 
at this point in time. 


The Chairman explained that there were two issues raised in the letter from 
the CUFA Executive; the first was the question as to whether legally 
assistant deans are to be considered as faculty outside of what is governed 
by the Collective Agreement, where obviously they are considered to be 
outside of the bargaining unit; and the second issue, as argued in the letter, 
was the question of propriety. He stated that he had sought legal advice with 
respect to his interpretation of the letter, and the response which he had 
received was that in fact, the Collective Agreement does not specifically 
exclude assistant deans per se, from this type of participation in advisory 
search committees; that there was an article in the Collective Agreement 
which refers to continued faculty participation in advisory search 
committees in keeping with past practice and that it was his understanding 
that the past practice was that assistant deans were eligible; and that in the 
Arts and Science Faculty election procedures, the excluded people from 
eligibility as candidates and voters, did not extend to assistant deans. 


In response to a question, Dr. Kenniff advised that the selection of Deans 
for membership on the Advisory Search Committee was done by the Deans 
themselves, and that assistant deans did not participate in that procedure nor 
were they eligible for Committee membership under that category. 


It was agreed that having taken note of the protest filed by the CUFA 
Executive, the four names would remain on the ballot and Senate would 
proceed to elect two of the four candidates who had been nominated. 


Following distribution of the ballots and before voting commenced, a brief 
oral presentation on the background of each of the nominees was made by 
representatives of the Faculty constituencies to which the candidate 
belonged. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next Agenda item while the ballots were 
being collected and tabulated by the two resident volunteer scrutineers, Mr. 
K.D. Adams and Dean B. Counihan. 


Professor Emeritus 


Dr. Kenniff drew Senate's attention to document US-85-2-D4, which he 
explained was a draft proposal from the Steering Committee concerning the 
establishment of the title of "Professor Emeritus". He further explained that 
the document, which includes reference to admissibility criteria, 
establishment of a Committee on Professors Emeritus, etc., had been put 
together by the Steering Committee after a review of past discussions and 
drafts which had been submitted in previous years in connection with this 
subject. He advised that the proposal was now before Senate for 
consideration, discussion, or adoption. 


Concern was expressed over the phrase ". . . and will continue of in the 
second line of the opening paragraph, which, it was argued, as an implied 


condition would eliminate candidates who wish to exercise their expertise in 
other areas that might well bring honour to Concordia, e.g., working in a 
third world country, etc. Consequently, it was suggested that this should be 
considered as an option available to candidates rather than a condition for 
the title of "Professor Emeritus". The feeling was also expressed that in 
terms of public relations, etc., it would be excellent for the ongoing 
reputation of the University to have someone who was doing exceptional 
work elsewhere, identified as a "Professor Emeritus" at Concordia. 


With respect to the Admissibility Criteria, it was stated that while one could 
understand why it might be optimal to have some number of years specified 
in terms of how long a candidate has been at the University, nonetheless it 
was wondered what the rationale was for setting the required number of 
years of service at ten years, as stipulated in item 3. It was also wondered 
why a candidate would have to have held the rank of Full Professor for five 
years, (item 2.). and the feeling was expressed that anyone who has attained 
the rank of Full Professor should be eligible for consideration for the title of 
"Professor Emeritus" regardless of the number of years that the individual 
has held that rank. In addition, it was wondered whether the criteria were 
criteria for being considered for the title of "Professor Emeritus" or were 
they criteria for the designation itself, i.e., would an individual who has 
fulfilled the criteria become a "Professor Emeritus" automatically? With 
respect to the faculty membership on the proposed Committee on Professors 
Emeritus, it was stated that one of the criteria for being a Full Professor was 
that the individual must have widely recognized scholarly ability and it was 
suggested that the phrase "with widely recognized scholarly ability" should 
be deleted from line 4, otherwise we could be faced with the problem of 
trying to distinguish between Full Professors who have widely recognized 
scholarly ability and those who don't. 


With respect to the five year stipulation in item 2, of the Admissibility 
Criteria, Dr. Kenniff suggested that one rationale for including a time factor 
might well be related to the concept of normal progression in academic 
ranks, whereby it might be assumed that one would spend a certain period 
of time at a particular academic rank before progressing to the next. 
Concerning the condition of ten years service at Concordia, (item 3.), he 
stated that the intention might be to limit the eligibility of faculty members to 
those who had provided, as a base criterion, a certain number of years of 
service to the University; that this would mean for example, that someone 
who was a world scholar at another institution who came to Concordia as a 
Full Professor 5 years before retirement and then retired, would be 
excluded; that it should be recognized that if we retain this criteria, such an 
individual would be excluded; that what this particular criteria was really 
saying was that in terms of the status of "Professor Emeritus", it would be 
limited to a small number of people, and that one of the criteria should be 
long service to Concordia; and that while undoubtedly there were many 
different opinions as to what the appropriate period of time should be 
vis-a-vis long service, 10 years was the time period which had been chosen 
by the Steering Committee. Finally, he advised that it was not intended that 
people who fulfill objective criteria would automatically reach the rank of 
"Professor Emeritus", but that there, would also be a judgement as to the 


exceptional nature of -their contribution, and that that merit judgement 
would be the responsibility of the proposed Committee on Professors 
Emeritus. 


During continued general discussion it was stated that the phrase "... and 
will continue to make ..." in the opening paragraph did not make any sense 
in the context of the proposal, unless the intention was that individuals who 
would be accorded this honour would be required to sign a contract and in 
which case, a remuneration should be provided as well. Consequently, it 
was suggested that the phrase should be deleted. It was further argued that 
while one could understand the rationale for the long service requirement, 
one did not agree that it be specified that a designated portion of that long 
service has to be as a Full Professor; and that the phrase "... for at least 5 
years.", should be deleted from item 2., in the Admissibility Criteria. 


It was stated that while Faculty Councils have in the past pronounced 
themselves on various aspects of "Professor Emeritus they have done so in 
the absence of a detailed proposal; that we now have a definite draft with 
respect to the title of "Professor Emeritus", and how individuals would be 
selected for this award; and that the draft proposal, (document US85-2-D4) 
should be forwarded to Faculty Councils for opinion before any action is 
taken by Senate on the proposal. it was also argued that a Committee 
already exists in the University which supervises the promotion of faculty 
members to the level of Full Professor, and that we should use that 
committee with respect to appointments to the status of "Professor 
Emeritus", rather than establishing the proposed Committee on Professors 
Emeritus. 


Concerning the establishment of a Committee on Professors Emeritus, it 
was stated that one agreed with the idea that the fewer committees existing 
in the University, the better. However, it was suggested that what we were 
talking about was an honour that would be conferred on someone who is 
retiring and that the procedures should be different from those involving 
routine promotion during the course of one's career; hence the proposal to 
establish a separate committee. it was also questioned as to whether the 
promotion procedure would be the most appropriate route to go, i.e., to 
have the procedures for awarding the title of "Professors Emeritus" 
governed, for example, by the Collective Agreement, particularly given that 
this was a very different type of status which we would be conferring on an 
individual. 


Concerns were also voiced with respect to nomination procedures, 
particularly as to whether individuals could nominate themselves, whether 
there should be a consensus among an individual's colleagues that this was 
a strong nomination, and whether support from recognized scholars in the 
nominee's discipline should be required for the award. 


It was stated that honorary degrees did not have the same departmental 
disciplinary connection associated with the title of "Professor Emeritus”, 
and consequently one could understand the rationale for honorary degrees 
being awarded by some central general committee and the Board of 


Governors. On the other hand, it was suggested that perhaps some thought 
should be given about the role of the department or discipline with respect to 
the procedures for awarding the title of "Professor Emeritus", in either 
making recommendations at the departmental level to the proposed 
Committee or in being responsible for initiating all of the nominations. It 
was further suggested that the time period stipulated in item 2. of the 
Accessibility Criteria should be more than 5 years because there were two 
criteria in the Collective Agreement for promotion to Full Professor; one 
was an age 60 criteria, and the other was the normal criterion; and the 
feeling was expressed that these were rather different in terms of 
expectations in research, international and national reputation, etc., etc. It 
was also suggested that perhaps we should make some provision with 
respect to early retirement for individuals who have been promoted to Full 
Professor by virtue of the normal criteria. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed the feeling that there was a commonality between the 
above suggestion concerning the possibility of having nominations emanate 
from departments and earlier comments with respect to nomination 
procedures being stipulated; that one such procedure might very well be that 
nominations would come forward from departments; and that this would 
perhaps cover the question of input from the specific disciplines. 


During continued discussion it was argued that sending the proposal back to 
Faculty Councils would only delay implementation; that the most 
appropriate place for initiating nominations was in fact the department, but 
that Senate should develop the precise mechanism for nominations 
following an adoption of the proposal in principle; and that the phrase "... 
and will continue to make ..." in the opening paragraph was inappropriate 
and should be deleted. 


It was suggested that it would not be a waste of time to send the proposal 
back to Faculty Councils, it being argued that everyone thinks about an 
emeritus professor in terms of who he or she knows from their own 
experience in other universities and consequently opinions were very 
diverse; that each of the Faculties might also have a diverse view with 
respect to the title of "Professor Emeritus"; that it would be impossible to 
bring out and clarify these diverse views without going back to Faculty 
Councils; that this was an extremely important decision; and that speed was 
not as important as making a good decision at this point, because it will be a 
bench mark that we will not be able to move back from. 


It was stated that one completely agreed with the comment that the title of 
"Professor Emeritus" may mean different things to different people and to 
different Faculties; that one's personal view was that "Professor Emeritus" 
was an honour to be conferred on someone who has not only made an 
exceptional contribution to teaching and scholarship, in terms of the number 
of years spent at an institution, but more so, the kind of international 
reputation the individual has brought to himself or herself, to the Faculty 
and to the University; and that the question of international reputation was 
the most important factor in conferring such an honour on an individual, 
otherwise we might just as well bestow the title of "Professor Emeritus" 


automatically to everyone who retires. It was further stated that as 
previously pointed out, there were two ways in which an individual could 
be promoted to the rank of Full Professor; one was on the basis of 
contributions which are known nationally or internationally, and the other 
was for long standing service to the institution, which normally happens 
around the time of retirement; that while one could not say whether 
individuals in the second category, i.e., those who have been promoted to 
the rank of Full Professor by virtue of long service to the institution, should 
or should not be eligible for the title of "Professor Emeritus", nonetheless, it 
was an issue that should be addressed; that given that one considered this to 
be an honour that should be conferred on someone who has made 
contributions which &re well known outside the University, and of whom 
we would be proud regardless of whether that individual remains at 
Concordia or goes elsewhere, it was all the more important that the 
nomination be initiated by peers and scholars who know the individual and 
are familiar with the individual's work, 1.e., the corresponding department 
and Faculty should have an input, rather than relying solely on three 
professors who might be extremely qualified but in a field which is different 
from that of the individual being nominated; and that Faculty Councils 
should be given some time to look at the proposal and submit reactions to 
Senate for either the March or April, 1985, meeting. 


It was stated that one supported the idea that the proposal should be 
forwarded to the Faculty Councils and be thought through at that level 
before being adopted by Senate. it was further stated that a survey that had 
been conducted 10 years ago, indicated that approximately 50% of the 
universities in Canada used the category of "Professor Emeritus"; that those 
universities which had this category were asked to submit the criteria used 
in connection with the award, which were then compiled and studied, etc.; 
that most of the universities which have this possible honour, indicated that 
it had become virtually automatic that once an individual had fulfilled the 
criteria listed in the document, that individual became a "Professor 
Emeritus" because no one wanted to make distinctions or to hurt someone 
who was 65 or 70 years old; that awarding the title of "Professor Emeritus" 
should be a real honour and we must guard against the possibility that this 
award becomes automatic. 


It was stated that one agreed that the matter should go back to Faculty 
Councils; however, the feeling was also expressed that rather than having to 
repeat this whole debate again on "Professor Emeritus", there might be 
some merit in Senate coming to some conclusion as to what it feels about 
the criteria, the nature of the appointment, etc., etc., and approve a 
document which Senate itself could agree on in principle at this point, and 
send that document to Councils for their edification and advice. 
Consequently, it was suggested that an appropriate motion would be "that 
the draft document, US-85-2-D4, be approved in principle, and that the 
document, if approved, be sent to the Faculty Councils for reaction and 
input for consideration by Senate at a subsequent meeting." 


The Chairman expressed the feeling that it might be difficult to approve the 
document itself in principle because of the specific things contained therein, 


and the concerns which have been expressed with respect to details, e.g., 
the time period specified in item 2. of the Admissibility Criteria; and he 
suggested rather that approval in principle of the document might be phrased 
in terms of approval of the principle of establishing the category of 
"Professor Emeritus", with document US-85-2-D4, as a draft document 
being referred to Faculty Councils for discussion and report back to Senate 
for the April, 1985, meeting. He also expressed the opinion that if this 
matter was dealt with by Senate, for example, at the April meeting, there 
would still be ample time in which to establish the category of Professor 
Emeritus for the next academic year. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
SERAGANIAN, THAT SENATE APPROVE IN PRINCIPLE, THE 
ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CATEGORY OF PROFESSOR 
EMERITUS, ALONG THE LINES OF DRAFT DOCUMENT 
US-85-2-D4, AND THAT THE DRAFT DOCUMENT BE REFERRED 
TO FACULTY COUNCILS FOR ADVICE AND REPORT BACK TO 
SENATE FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTION AT ITS APRIL, 
1985, MEETING. 


The feeling was expressed that in addition to the draft document, Faculty 
Councils should also receive a copy of the portion of the minutes covering 
the discussion at Senate at today's meeting; and the hope was expressed that 
the Secretary would be able to prepare this segment of the minutes as 
quickly as possible, and particularly in time for the next meeting of the Arts 
and Science Council which would be held on March 1, 1985. 


A concern was voiced over the . fact that the draft document was included in 
the motion to approve in principle the establishment of the category of 
"Professor Emeritus". It was argued that by including reference to the draft 
document in the Senate motion, it would be extremely difficult to convince 
people, particularly at the level of Faculty Council, that the document itself 
could be changed, and that it would be even more difficult to come back and 
suggest changes on the floor of Senate at a subsequent meeting. 
Consequently, it was suggested that while the draft document, 

US-85-2-D4, should be sent to the Faculty Councils, for discussion 
purposes, the motion itself should simply state "that Senate approve in 
principle the establishment of the category of Professor Emeritus”. 


The mover and seconder agreed that the motion be changed to read - "THAT 
SENATE APPROVE IN PRINCIPLE, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE 
CATEGORY OF PROFESSOR EMERITUS." 

THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 


It was understood that the Faculty Councils should report back to Senate for 
the April, 1985, meeting. 
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Election of faculty representatives to the Advisory Search Committee, 


(cont'd.) 


Dr. Kenniff announced that the following two candidates have been elected 
as faculty representatives to the Advisory Search Committee for Dean, 
Faculty of Arts and Science: 


Prof. B. Barbieri - Faculty of Commerce and Administration 
Prof. C. MacKenzie - Faculty of Fine Arts 


Next meeting 


The Chairman announced that the next Senate meeting would be held at 2:00 
pm, Friday, March 22, 1985, in the Conference Room, PSBGM. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 3:15 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


